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cesses that have influenced them. Second, it investigates how the importance
of all three statuses in the spatial differentiation of urban space has evolved.
Third, the article focuses on the level of geographical variability as recorded
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amines selected indicators of socio-economic, demographic, and ethnic sta-
tuses by employing detailed statistical data on the level of basic settlement
units from the Population Censuses held in 1970, 1991, and 2011. The results
confirm that the most significant changes in socio-spatial patterns between
socialism and post-socialism can be observed for ethnic spatial differentia-
tion. In addition, the city witnessed considerable changes in demographic
spatial patterns in both periods, while socio-economic spatial patterns have
remained relatively stable. New socio-spatial processes driven predominantly
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The statistical analysis of visible and measurable structural aspects of the city is a useful soci-
ological instrument, but it is also necessary to understand what is ‘behind’ this analysis and
which processes actually create the socio-spatial structure of the city. A revival of this Park’s
tradition would enrich social ecology with an interpretative and dynamic aspect.

Jifi Musil [1991: 83]

Introduction

Since the Second World War, the socio-spatial structure of Prague has been in-
fluenced by two different societal and political regimes, which have left very dif-
ferent imprints on the city’s fabric. The ideology of socialism was based on the
production of an egalitarian society, which would be mirrored in urban spatial
patterns. Thus, the declared aim of socialist urban policy-makers was to reduce
social inequalities in society and contribute to the elimination of class-based seg-
regation inherited from capitalism [Ruoppila 2004]. On the contrary, the emer-
gence and gradual rise of social inequalities [Enyedi 1998; Stanilov 2007], which
in the case of some cities also resulted in spatial inequalities [Tammaru et al.
2016], appeared to be natural, expected, and to some extent tolerated in the post-
socialist period.

Indeed, the way the city of Prague developed under these two regimes
differed substantially, particularly in residential areas, where socio-spatial in-
equalities are most apparent. The socialist-era state-dominated housing market
was characterised by the large-scale construction of panel housing estates on the
outskirts of the city and very low levels of investment in the existing inner-city
housing stock [Enyedi 1998; Musil 2005]. Only this state-controlled decentralisa-
tion developed under socialism, in contrast to the suburbanisation evolving in
Western countries at the same time [Oufednicek 2003; Hirt and Kovachev 2006].
Principles of egalitarianism also led to support for public housing at the expense
of private housing in socialist Prague [Ruoppila 2004]. On the other hand, the
post-socialist period brought new political, economic, and social conditions that
enabled the development of ‘new’ processes such as suburbanisation and inner-
city revitalisation, and shifted investment activity to other parts of the city (i.e.
the inner city and suburban ring).! Thus, the development trajectories of many of
Prague’s neighbourhoods have changed in the past twenty-five years.

Set against this background, the present article considers the question of
how these social and urban processes are reflected in the spatial patterns of
Prague and in the variability of urban space in particular. By examining the de-
velopment of three different dimensions of population structure (demographic,
socio-economic, and ethnic statuses), we aim to contribute to discussions on the
impact of the intentions of socialist planners and the later emergence of (new) ur-

! The new socio-spatial inequalities were discussed in a thematic issue of Sociologicky caso-
pis/Czech Sociological Review 4/2011 [Outedni¢ek and Temelova 2011].
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ban social inequalities on socio-spatial structures of Prague. In general terms we
also aim to extend ongoing discussions of the specificity of the post-socialist city
and to consider the importance of the socialist (and partially also the inter-war)
period in the development of the socio-spatial structure of contemporary Prague.
Specifically, we emphasise a long-term evaluation of socio-spatial changes. Shar-
ing the view of Jifi Musil [1987], we are convinced that Prague can be a very
useful laboratory for assessing the impacts of different policy settings and the
functioning of the housing market.

This article has three main objectives. First, we analyse inertia and change in
socio-spatial patterns and evaluate the processes that have influenced them. We
describe and explain how the spatial pattern of demographic, socio-economic,
and ethnic status have changed during the socialist and post-socialist periods
and concentrate also on inertia in pre-socialist spatial patterns. Second, using
the Theil index we investigate how the importance of all three statuses in the
spatial differentiation of urban space has evolved. Finally, we focus on the level
of geographical variability in urban differentiation as recorded at different spa-
tial scales and the development of this variation. To calculate the Theil index and
its decomposition, we use a variety of spatial units, from the smallest basic set-
tlement units to cadastres and housing types. Our aim is to ascertain whether
the categories of higher-scale levels (cadastres and housing types) are useful for
explaining the changing variability of different statuses in the socialist and post-
socialist periods. We are particularly interested in whether it is possible to con-
firm the fine-grain differentiation found in the latest research on post-socialist
cities for both socio-economic indicators [Marciniczak et al. 2015; Oufednicek et
al. 2016] and for demographic and ethnic statuses.

Our ambition in this paper is to build on two streams of scholarly literature.
First, we want to extend the work of urban scholars dealing with the develop-
ment of Prague’s internal structure under socialism [Musil 1960, 1968, 1987, 1993;
Votrubec 1965; Matéju et al. 1979; Matéja 1980; Musil and RySavy 1983]. During
the 1970s, publication of a thematic issue (1/1977) of Sociologicky casopis (Czech
Sociological Review) marked a crucial turning point and it contained many wide-
ly cited articles in the field [Charvat and Vecernik 1977; Linhart et al. 1977; Matéjt
1977; Musil 1977]; it provided knowledge about the city’s development during
the initial era of socialism and during its transformation from a capitalist to a
socialist city. Since then, no such complete study of Prague’s socio-spatial struc-
ture on the basis of census data has been undertaken because of the emergence
of other topics of study during the post-socialist period [Sykora 1999; Oufednicek
2003; Oufednicek and Temelova 2009, 2012]. Second, we seek to contribute to the
debate on socio-spatial differentiation in post-socialist cities, which has recently
become more focused on socio-economic spatial structures [Marcinczak et al.
2013, 2015; Oufednicek et al. 2016; Tammaru et al. 2016].

In our analysis we examine the socio-spatial differentiation of Prague and
its development from 1970 to 2011. We scrutinise selected indicators of social-eco-
nomic, demographic, and ethnic statuses by employing detailed statistical data

823



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2016, Vol. 52, No. 6

from Population Censuses conducted in 1970 (to assess the socialist era), 1991 (at
the end of socialism), and 2011 (after twenty years of post-socialist development).
We employ quantitative analysis; first, we use location quotients to assess inertia
and changes in socio-spatial patterns. Second, we use the Theil index to evaluate
the importance of each status in Prague’s spatial differentiation and its decompo-
sition to explain the variability within various spatial levels.

Socio-spatial differentiation in (post-)socialist cities and Prague

The different societal and urban processes witnessed since the establishment
of the communist regime have brought significant changes to the socio-spatial
patterns of cities in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). The eras of both state
socialism and post-socialist transformation have left very different imprints on
the fabric of pre-socialist and socialist cities and thus also on socio-spatial dif-
ferentiation. Many authors have described the processes influencing socio-spatial
urban structures in socialist [e.g. Musil and Rysavy 1983; Enyedi 1996; Szelényi
1996; Musil 2005] and post-socialist cities [e.g. Borén and Gentile 2007; Stanilov
2007; van Kempen and Murie 2009]. The present chapter offers a summary of so-
cialist (in the first section) and post-socialist (in the second section) development,
focusing specifically on the connection between socio-spatial processes, housing
policy, and development, and the three aforementioned dimensions of popula-
tion structures. Even though the patterns of urban changes that have taken place
in different cities have much in common [Ruoppila 2004; Tammaru et al. 2016],
post-socialist countries and cities do not all share exactly the same socio-spatial
development and the local context is important [Smith 1996; Hamilton 2005; Tam-
maru et al. 2016]. Thus, we also discuss the specific context of socialist and post-
socialist Prague.

Socialist cities

The main feature distinguishing socialist countries from their Western counter-
parts was a centrally planned economy focusing on industrial development and
collective ownership. This focus was mirrored in socialist urban development
and housing policy [Musil and Rysavy 1983; Enyedi 1996; Tosics 2005]. Musil
[2005: 39-40] summarised the following important policies that developed under
state socialism and that had the greatest impact on the internal spatial structures
of socialist cities: the land and property markets were abolished, all but eliminat-
ing the economic significance of location within cities; housing resources were
redistributed through the reallocation of empty housing or by dividing housing
units into several parts; local authorities were legally able to regulate housing; re-
tail shops and services were nationalised; and finally, large housing estates were
constructed, mostly on the outskirts of cities.
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In Prague, three specific policies applied in three different periods set up
the basic framework for the development of socio-spatial processes within the
city: (i) A period of growth control from the 1950s until the mid-1960s when in-
vestments were made, especially outside Prague, in industrial areas and centres
of administrative districts [Hampl and Kiithnl 1993]. This policy slowed down
population growth and, to a considerable degree, froze the physical and function-
al structure of Prague. (ii) The establishment of the Complex Housing Construc-
tion Programme, which located construction within the administrative bounda-
ries of the former Greater Prague and involved the development of smaller-scale
housing estates connected to existing technical and transport (tramway) infra-
structure during the 1960s. (iii) Significant investment in the newly annexed? ter-
ritories in the form of ‘new towns’ greenfield development served by new metro
lines.

Socialist cities were planned to facilitate access to quality housing and social
services for all inhabitants and thus to eliminate inequalities in living standards
[Smith 1996] and class-based segregation [Ruoppila 2004]. However, the reality
was described differently [Musil 1968; Enyedi 1996; Smith 1996; Ruoppila 2004].
Enyedi [1996] referred to growing stratification in urban society as well as to the
formation of a new elite, which was mirrored in the urban space. Other scholars
have commented on the impossibility of completely changing socio-economic
spatial patterns inherited from an industrial and even mediaeval past [Ruoppila
2004; Musil 2005; Oufednicek et al. 2016]. Generally, under state socialism, exist-
ing socio-economic spatial inequalities decreased at the same time as new ones
developed [see, e.g., Szelényi 1983; Enyedi 1996; Smith 1996; Musil 2005]. The
social heterogeneity of new housing estates on the one hand and the persistence
of high-status neighbourhoods, the development of new elite localities, and the
concentration of low-income population in deteriorating parts of cities on the
other were the most important features of socio-economic spatial differentia-
tion under socialism [Enyedi 1996; Smith 1996; Ruoppila 2004; Musil 2005; Tosics
2005]. Nonetheless, scholars agree that the socio-economic spatial inequalities
found in socialist cities were less severe than in comparable capitalist cities [Smith
1996; Duke and Grime 1997; Musil 2005].

In Prague, the effort to eradicate the class inequalities of a capitalist city led
to the clearance of working-class slums and subsequent improvement of hous-
ing in selected inner-city areas during the 1950s and 1960s. The system of al-
locating housing to young families created socially heterogeneous areas in new
housing estates. This heterogeneity was partly disrupted by the construction of
cooperative housing and the preferences of selected professions (police, army,
transportation) and their concentration within the newly built housing estates
[Musil 1968]. A specific mode of apartment exchange also enabled relocation to
preferred housing stock especially in the city centre, residential suburbs from the

2 Three-fifths of today’s administrative area was annexed during the 1960s and 1970s.
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19th century (Vinohrady) and villa quarters, which were still the most desirable
places to live within the socialist city [Matéjt 1980].

While the impact of the construction of housing estates on socio-economic
spatial inequalities in socialist cities is ambiguous, it is clear that such construction
significantly influenced their demographic spatial structure [Matéjti 1980; Musil
2005]. New housing estates accommodated between 20% and 80% of the total
population of cities [Tsenkova 2006], housing mainly young families. In contrast,
older inhabitants remained in inner city localities [Ruoppila 2004; Musil 2005].

In Prague, the allocation of new housing to young parents with children
and the concentric sprawl of new development created a specific pattern of a gra-
dient of increasing numbers of younger residents from the inner city towards the
periphery. Because the general mobility of the population was low, this spatial
arrangement survived for a long time following the completion of the housing
estates. Moreover, the older population was trapped in the older inner city hous-
ing stock or working-class houses in the outer city and semi-rural settlements of
the city’s periphery. Western-style suburbanisation was an unknown process in
Prague because of the many barriers [Oufednicek 2003] preventing this develop-
ment.

Ethnic segregation was low in socialist cities, with the exception of Soviet
cities [Smith 1996; Tammaru et al. 2016]. In some cities (Budapest, Prague), con-
centrations of Roma people were localised mostly in inner-city areas with poorer
housing stock [Ladanyi 1993; Oufednicek 2002]. In the case of Prague, the Roma
population lived in tenement houses in several former industrial neighbour-
hoods (Nusle, Zizkov, Libeti, Karlin, Smichov). Nonetheless, an ethnic homoge-
neity caused by the events of the Second World War and by a closed communist
state was one of the significant features of Prague under socialism [Pfidalovd and
Ouftednicek 2017].

Post-socialist cities

Political, economic, and institutional conditions have changed significantly in
CEE countries since the end of the communist regime. Generally, two approach-
es to the study of post-socialist development in CEE countries have appeared:
transition and transformation [Stark 1992; Dobry 2000; Pavlinek 2003]. Transition
approaches are related to neoliberal economic theories and see the transition to
capitalism and a market economy as taking place in an uncomplicated and rapid
manner, sometimes defined as ‘shock therapy’. Transformation approaches, on
the other hand, understand changes in post-socialist countries as developmen-
tal and dependent on past development (path dependency), and they emphasise
processes rather than focusing on the final destination [Stark 1992; Dobry 2000;
Pavlinek 2003]. As such it is argued that instead of general models of develop-
ment and the establishment of a Western type of democracy, CEE countries have
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undergone ‘a plurality of transition’ both across the area and within the countries
themselves [Stark 1992: 301]. At the beginning of the post-socialist period there
was a widespread belief in a transition to a market economy using neoliberal
approaches [Sokol 2001; Sojka 2000; Saulsby and Clark 2007]; however, different
countries adopted different strategies and some of them chose a more gradual
approach [Bjernskov and Potrafke 2011]. Critics of this development argue that
the visions and promises of its proponents were not met, mainly because the dif-
ferences among countries and their socialist and pre-socialist histories, and their
different situations from Western countries, were not taken into account [Stark
1992; Dobry 2000; Sojka 2000]. Such critics often prefer institutional or radical ap-
proaches to neoliberal theories.

Critics of the Czech neoliberal transition approach point to its dominance
in state practices until 1997 [Sojka 2000] and consider it unsuccessful for several
reasons but mainly because of the ‘emphasis placed on the speed of privatiza-
tion processes at the expense of institutional transformation, the setting up of
adequate legal frameworks and emphasizing the moral aspects of transforma-
tion” [MI¢och, Machonin and Sojka 2000: 15] and for overlooking the geographical
and historical aspects of transformation [Pavlinek 2003]. In contrast, other au-
thors highlight the plight of the country after the collapse of the regime and see
the Czech transition rather more positively [Zidek 2006; Mikula and Zidek 2013].

Particular policies of transformation® and their impacts on urban areas have
been described in a large body of literature [e.g. Kovacs 1999; Tosics 2005; Borén
and Gentile 2007; Stanilov 2007; Sykora and Bouzarovski 2012]. Sykora and Bou-
zarovski [2012] see post-socialist cities as undergoing transformation in similar
directions (from communism to capitalism) but along different paths (differences
in the impact of local contexts and methods of applying reforms). Tosics [2005]
offered a typology of cities on the basis of the characteristics of transition and
their development. Also inspired by path dependency he presented eight types
of cities based on the speed and outcomes of transition and the specific steps
within it (e.g. Czech, Slovak, and Polish cities experienced ‘relatively quick transi-
tion from the socialist to a “mixed” model with some remnants of state control’
[Tosics 2005: 72]). Even though local municipal governments have influenced the
direction of urban development since the 1990s, national policies are considered
to be the most influential [Stanilov 2007].

The national policies that accompanied the transition from a centrally
planned economy towards a market economy and had direct impact on urban
structures can be summarised as follows: state control over land and housing
was abolished on both the demand and supply sides, and power and decision-
making were decentralised at municipal levels; land and housing stock were pri-

* In this text we use the term transformation in a general way to refer to the changes in
post-socialist countries. When referring to the work of other authors, we respect their ter-
minology.
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vatized and restituted; the role of planning changed; and prices were liberalised
[Kovécs 1999; Tosics 2005; Stanilov 2007]. Private actors became an important
driving force of urban development [Tosics 2005] and CEE cities were opened to
‘new’ global and international forces [Sykora 1999; Hamilton 2005]. Scholars who
describe the consequences of residential privatisation [Sladek 2011] and restitu-
tion [Lux and Mikeszova 2012] in Czechia have criticised the uneven distribution
of benefits from the privatisation process for different types of tenants and own-
ers. They argue that the differential approach of municipalities in privatisation
strategies and differential protection of regulated and non-regulated apartments
have created new inequalities both in the housing sector and in society at large.
Moreover, Slddek [2011] argues that privatisation of housing led to strengthened
socio-economic polarisation and social unevenness. However, the situation is not
so clear-cut and Lux and Sunega, in the same book, suggest that social dispar-
ity in housing does not threaten the social cohesion of Czech society [Lux and
Sunega 2011: 128]. From an economic perspective, restitution and small-scale pri-
vatisation were forces that supported the establishment of a real estate market
and the transformation of retail and services [Sykora 1996].

These mainly institutional transformations, along with other economic and
social ones, have brought many changes to post-socialist urban spaces [Sykora
and Bouzarovski 2012] and they differ regionally. For instance, the regional conse-
quences of transformation processes differ considerably in the context of Prague
as a prime economic centre with specific conditions (see below). Generally, real
estate investments were made in more attractive locations such as city centres
and more prestigious inner-city and suburban areas, while other localities such
as housing estates or industrial areas remained overlooked in the majority of
cases [Stanilov 2007; Temelova 2009]. However, public subsidies for regeneration
appeared in some countries [Wiessner 1999; Stanilov 2007], and new construction
and both revitalisation and decay have been documented in inner-city areas and
housing estates [Dekker and van Kempen 2004; Brade et al. 2009]. Studies from
some countries (e.g. Czechia, Estonia) have even shown that housing estates, de-
spite negative predictions, retained a mixed social status and a favourable image
among urban residents [Kdhrik and Tammaru 2010a; Temelové et al. 2011]. Nev-
ertheless, the urban patterns and socio-spatial structure of post-socialist cities
have been influenced most by suburbanisation processes [e.g. Ott 2001; Ruoppila
and Kahrik 2003] that were enabled following land restitution and the introduc-
tion of mortgages and reinforced by the increasing value of properties in central
parts of the cities [Stanilov 2007].

Capitalism has brought significant changes to the socio-spatial patterns of
cities in CEE. Brade et al. [2009] point to a general agreement among authors that
the development of the housing market, the privatisation of the housing stock,
and the rising socio-economic inequalities in society are factors that have been in-
fluencing socio-economic spatial residential differentiation. Even though income
polarisation in the post-socialist period has been apparent in most cities, albeit
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in varying intensity [Heyns 2005; Tsenkova 2006], its translation into the urban
space seems to have been delayed [Tammaru et al. 2016]. Tammaru et al. [2016]
described the relationship between the increasing socio-economic inequalities in
society and growing socio-economic segregation as ambiguous and presented
other factors that need to be taken into account in the evaluation of segregation,
such as levels of globalisation, welfare-state regimes, and housing regimes. These
factors operate together and create unique conditions, which are then mirrored
in levels of segregation.

Selective localisation of new and renovated housing has been a significant
factor in changing socio-economic spatial differentiation in post-socialist cities,
because new houses have been available mainly (although not exclusively) to peo-
ple of middle or higher socio-economic status [Ruoppila 2004; Marciriczak 2007;
Stanilov 2007; Brade et al. 2009]. Wealthier people have thus been concentrated in
the central parts of cities and in suburban localities, and growing social dispari-
ties on the micro level have been documented in several cities as the result of the
different social statuses of the original and the new populations* [Marcificzak
2007; Oufednicek et al. 2016]. Alongside differentiation on the micro level with-
in neighbourhoods, scholars refer also to differences between neighbourhoods:
high-status villa quarters [e.g. Ruoppila and Ké&hrik 2003; Marciiczak 2012;
Ouftednicek et al. 2016], differentiated development of housing estates [Dekker
and van Kempen 2004], or inner-city localities [e.g. Ruoppila and Kéhrik 2003].
Tammaru et al. [2016] conclude, on the basis of a comparative study of segrega-
tion, that socio-economic spatial segregation has increased even in post-socialist
countries.

However, the relationship between growing economic stratification, new
housing construction, and patterns of segregation in Prague is not straight-
forward. Even the least popular housing in Prague is relatively expensive for
a poor population, which prevents the creation of deprived neighbourhoods
within Prague itself. Poorer households or young couples searching for their
first home often use older rural houses and transformed cottages outside Prague
[Oufednicek 2007]. Even now Prague has no district or neighbourhood that could
be labelled as deprived [Kostelecky et al. 2012]. There are dormitories scattered
throughout the city that are typically used for foreign guest workers. On the other
hand, formerly neglected localities in the centre, working-class neighbourhoods,
and suburban villages were selected as construction sites for new housing during
the transformation era. Another important factor was the role of rather ‘social
and mild” housing policy, which favoured privatising housing stock to sitting
tenants, regulating rents in a segment of the private housing stock until 2012,
and creating conditions that enabled mortgages to be available to a wide range
of people. These conditions influenced the creation of specific socio-economic

* This kind of differentiation was, however, also described in socialist cities [e.g. Wectawo-
wicz 1979].
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patterns in Prague, which rather differed from other post-socialist cities but also
from other regions within the Czech Republic [cf. Slddek 2011].

The demographic differentiation of post-socialist cities results from both
urban processes and general demographic changes. The impact of a second de-
mographic transition involving significant changes in household structures and
the increased importance of migration is now apparent in post-socialist coun-
tries® [Philipov and Dorbritz 2003; Tsenkova 2006; Steinfiihrer and Haase 2007;
Haase et al. 2011]. The new demographic and social composition of the urban
population (a higher proportion of single and retired people, students, cohab-
itees, apartment-sharers, foreigners, and tourists) has led to demands for new
types of housing. New housing construction on the outskirts and beyond the
current boundaries of cities accompanied by a migration of young people, similar
to the development of housing estates under socialism, has given rise to a new
demographic differentiation. The creation of these new localities together with
new or reconstructed houses within the city is in contrast to the gradually ageing
housing estates and the character of some parts of inner cities [Dekker and van
Kempen 2004; Marcinczak 2007; Steinfiihrer and Haase 2007].

With the opening of the borders after the collapse of the communist regime,
processes of international migration have begun to influence urban development.
However, a significant increase in the number of foreign nationals in post-so-
cialist cities has been unusual (documented, for example, in Prague [Drbohlav
and Dztirova 2007; Drbohlav 2011]). The ethnic segregation of immigrants has
thus remained low compared to Western countries [Tammaru et. al 2016; Musterd
2005]. Only post-Soviet countries with their large Russian-speaking populations
represent a specific case where ethnic residential segregation has its roots in so-
cialism [Kulu 2003; Tammaru et al. 2016]. In addition, the intensification of socio-
economic differences in society has led to the segregation of the Roma people,
which has been documented in some post-socialist cities [Kovacs 1998; Ladanyi
2002] and has also been apparent in Prague [Oufednicek 2002].

Methods and data

We employ quantitative analysis using location quotients® to assess both inertia
and change in socio-spatial patterns, the Theil index to evaluate the importance
of each population dimension in Prague’s spatial differentiation, and the decom-
position of the Theil index to explain the variability within different spatial levels.
The computations of the Theil index were carried out with the help of EasyStat
software [Novotny et al. 2014]. The Theil index has been employed in regional

% In Czechia, it was even described as a demographic shock [Rychtafikova 2000].
¢ The location quotient compares the level of concentration of a phenomenon in selected
spatial units with the average representation of the phenomenon in the entire population.
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analyses where separation into intra- and inter-regional components is impor-
tant in order to enable a comparison to be made of the distinct parts of the total
variability [Reardon and Firebaugh 2002; Netrdova and Nosek 2009; Blazek and
Netrdova 2012].

The empirical analysis is divided into three sections that follow the classi-
cal division of the population into socio-economic, demographic, and ethnic sta-
tuses. This classical division was an outcome of social area and factorial ecology
analyses in Western cities [Shevky and Bell 1955; Murdie 1969; for a review, see
White 1984] and Prague [Musil 1960, 1968; Matéjt 1977, 1980; Linhart et al. 1977].
We wanted to follow up on the work of these authors using a similar structure of
analysis. However, in our research we perceive these three dimensions mostly as
analytical categories rather than as explanatory factors of socio-spatial differen-
tiation.

We use Population Censuses from 1970, 1991, and 2011 because they are the
only sources of data offering such breadth of information about the population
structure from a long-term perspective and on a sufficiently spatially detailed
scale. In the periods we chose to study we sought to select key moments in the
city’s development. The Census data from 1970 describe the city in the mid-so-
cialist period when its spatial structure was changed by the completion of small
housing estates within built-up areas or in their immediate vicinity. These data
have only rarely been used in recent studies. Data from 1991 reveal the major
changes connected with the large housing estates built on the periphery of the
city. Finally, data from 2011 reflect twenty years of post-socialist transformation.

However, the Census data have some limitations that need to be addressed.
First, the data from 1970 are incomplete, with information missing for 14 ba-
sic settlement units (BSUs), which equates to 20 668 persons (less than 2% of
Prague’s population in 1970). These BSUs are located in the city’s north-eastern
part in St¥izkov, Vysocany, and Liben (see Figure 2). Second, the data quality var-
ies across the Censuses from different years. The non-response rate was relatively
high in the Census of 2011 due to the method of data collection [Krausova 2013];
this is particularly the case for the foreign population. In localities with a high
concentration of foreign nationals (i.e. the historical centre and inner-city neigh-
bourhoods), detailed data about the population’s socio-demographic structure is
often incomplete.” Finally, the 2011 Census monitored people according to their
usual residence whereas data from 1970 and 1991 were published according to
their permanent residence.

To cover the broad scope of demographic, socio-economic, and ethnic sta-
tuses we chose a variety of indicators that were defined similarly in all respective

7 The higher non-response rate (e.g. for attained education, economic activity) was influ-
enced by the fact that part of this information was obtained indirectly from government
evidence regarding the presence of foreigners and not from the Census questionnaires
[Krausova 2013].
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Figure 1. Spatial units and housing types in Prague in 2011
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Population Censuses (see Table 2). Indicators were chosen in order (i) to most ap-
propriately describe the three dimensions of population structure (demographic,
socioeconomic, and ethnic) and (ii) to capture major shifts in population struc-
tures throughout the period studied (in cases where the data are available).

We scrutinised four indicators in order to evaluate the changing demograph-
ic structure of the local populations. The proportion of children (aged 0-14 years)
and young people (aged 20-39) should reflect changes connected with the con-
struction of new housing or the revitalisation of existing housing stock. On
the other hand, senior citizens account for a relatively stable population group
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and their overrepresentation may indicate stagnation in a residential location.
The socio-economic dimension is described by five indicators. The changing share
of persons employed in secondary and tertiary sectors of the economy reflects a
profound shift in the local economy. Even though Prague’s economy was not yet
dominated by the secondary sector in 1970, the share of the population employed
in this sector was twice as high in 1970 as it was 41 years later. In 2011, the tertiary
sector dominated the economy and provided jobs to 80% of employed persons.
Another valuable source of information about the economic status of Prague’s
population is gained through a consideration of the proportion of unemployed
persons. However, suitable data are available only for the 2011 Census because
unemployment was non-existent in 1970 (to be unemployed was illegal under so-
cialism), and it was still very rare in 1991. Social status is captured by examining
the proportion of primary- and university-educated persons. The level of educa-
tion has considerably improved over the last 40 years due to the ever-increasing
availability of secondary and tertiary education.

Finally, over the past two decades, Prague’s population has gained a new
quality that was present only in a limited fashion under socialism, namely for-
eign nationals. In the analysis, we distinguish between two partially interrelated
groups: persons of non-Czech citizenship (data available only for 2011) and per-
sons of non-Czech ethnicity (data available for all three Censuses). Persons with
non-Czech citizenship are included in the data only if they were living in the
Czech Republic for at least 12 months prior to the Census. Because the Census of
2011 did not rely only on people completing the Census form, but also used the
population register of the Czech Ministry of the Interior, it can be considered the
most reliable official data source on the number of foreign nationals regularly
resident in the Czech Republic (however, detailed information about socio-eco-
nomic structure is mostly missing for those foreign nationals added to the data
solely on the basis of their inclusion in the Ministry of the Interior’s population
register).®

Slightly differently, the inclusion in the data of persons with non-Czech eth-
nicity is based on voluntary self-reporting in the Census form. Although these
inhabitants may have Czech citizenship (approximately 1%), their reported share
in the population is lower than in the case of those with non-Czech citizenship for
the reasons described above (lower response rate, self-reporting). Therefore, the
informative value of this data is slightly weaker, but the data are included in the
analysis because of the possibility of monitoring ethnic structure over the long
term since 1970.

8 The statistics do not include foreign nationals living in Prague for a period of less than
12 months, EU citizens residing in the Czech Republic for more than 30 days without
having notified the Czech authorities of their stay, and, of course, illegal migrants. For an
estimation of the number and localisation of illegal migrants in Prague, see Medova and
Drbohlav [2013].
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Even though a wide range of indicators is used throughout the analysis,
due to spatial constraints the text in the next section focuses mostly on indicators
that play the biggest roles in the differentiation of Prague urban space. However,
Tables 2 and 3 include data and research results on the full list of indicators under
scrutiny.

Our analysis refers to several spatial levels: basic settlement units (BSUs),
cadastral territories, and different housing types (see Figure 1). BSUs and cadas-
tral territories are official spatial units. BSUs were first delimited for the Cen-
sus in 1970 as homogeneous localities according to the functional use of built-up
areas.’ The level of BSUs was employed as the principal analytical tool to assess
the changing variability of spatial patterns. Only units with at least 50 inhabit-
ants were included in the analyses (in total, nearly 100% of the Prague popu-
lation in 1991 and 2011 and 98% of the population in 1970). The mean popula-
tion size of these units ranged between 2250 in 2011 and 2581 in 1970 and they
covered approximately 50-60% of Prague’s territory (see Table 1). Cadastral ter-
ritories are technical units representing areas of neighbourhoods (or formerly
independent municipalities). Their mean population size ranged between ap-
proximately 10 000 and 11 000 inhabitants and they cover the entire territory of
Prague.

The analyses on higher scale-levels (cadastral territories and different hous-
ing types) were carried out to respond to the third objective. The main purpose of
using a housing typology is to classify BSUs into relatively homogeneous groups
with a characteristic type of housing and consequently to enable and facilitate a
generalised interpretation of the analysed data. The typology presented in this
paper consists of six basic types of residential areas (historical centre, tenement
houses, villa quarters, working-class houses, housing estates, and suburban
periphery),” as inspired by Linhart et al. [1977]. We adjusted the typologies of
1970 and 1991 to the spatial structure of Prague at that time; the typology for
the 2011 Census was published elsewhere [Oufednicek et al. 2014]. Therefore,
three different typologies were used (see Table 1 and Figure 1). Because there
was a major extension of the administrative territory of Prague in 1974, we de-
cided to go beyond Prague’s administrative boundaries in 1970 and to include
formerly independent municipalities in the analyses to make the research results
comparable for all the time periods; see the basic information on housing types in
Table 1.

? The delimitation of BSUs has been revised in every successive census since then to reflect
the inter-census changes in the urban tissue.

10" In the analysis, we sometimes refer also to the inner city, which consists mainly of tene-
ment houses, villa quarters, some working-class houses, and a few housing estates and is
delimited as an area where most houses were built before 1945. For more information, see
Oufednicek et al. [2012].
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Changing spatial variability in the demographic, socio-economic, and ethnic
structures of the population

The analysis is divided into three sections that deal one by one with each of the
three statuses describing Prague’s socio-spatial structure—demographic, socio-
economic, and ethnic. Each of these sections is organised to address this article’s
research objectives one at a time.

Demographic status

A rapid transformation was detected in the stability and inertia of the spatial pat-
terns that have characterised the demographic structure of the population over
the past 41 years. Most importantly, we can observe significant changes between
the socialist and post-socialist periods; however, considerable differences were
also found by comparing the mid- and late socialist eras. As Jifi Musil described
in analyses of the 1930 and 1950 Population Censuses [Musil 1968], the age struc-
ture of the population in different localities is strongly connected to the particu-
lar time at which the housing stock in an area was completed and, in particular,
with the effect of new housing construction. The same results were confirmed by
Bohac [1923], Kral [1947], and Moscheles [1937] during the inter-war period.

During the socialist period, a very restricted age cohort of young people
with children moved to newly built flats in housing estates. As a result, this sub-
population was significantly overrepresented (the share of young people with
children amounted to up to 45-50% of the population of housing estates and even
significantly higher in selected estates) and this explains the very low proportion
of one-person households in these areas in the period after the completion of the
housing units (see Table 2; cf. Musil et al. [1985: 62-63]). In 1970, this is evident
for the smaller-scale housing estates built in the 1950s and 1960s (e.g. Novodvor-
skd, Petfiny, and Cerveny vrch), whereas the large-scale construction of sizeable
estates during the 1970s and 1980s led to changes in the age structure of areas
on the periphery of the city (Jizni Mésto, Jihozdpadni Mésto, and Cerny Most,
see Figure 2). According to Matéjti’s analysis, the most important factor creating
socio-spatial differentiation in the socialist period was the combination of new
generations of apartments and populations, and this explained 31% of the vari-
ance in 1970 [Maté&ja 1980].

On the other hand, older residents remained in high numbers in the histori-
cal core and inner-city neighbourhoods [cf. Ruoppila 2004]." This is especially
evident in the late socialist period when the proportion of seniors reached 22%

' Even though a sort of socialist gentrification characterised by the arrival of young and
higher social status residents was observed within selected central and inner-city neigh-
bourhoods [Oufednicek 2002].
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of the population in the historical core and inner-city tenement houses in the city
centre (compared to 15% on average in the city). The mechanism of the elderly
staying in this area and the younger generation moving out of it was described as
early as the 1960s by Musil: ‘Housing policy allocates new dwellings by prefer-
ence to young families with children ... middle-aged and old people remained
therefore in the old housing stock. The older the house, the smaller and older
the households who live in them.” [Musil 1968: 258] This created a considerable
dichotomy between the pre-socialist and socialist housing stocks from the 1950s
and 1960s in the mid-socialist period [Matéjti et al. 1979] and also significant dif-
ferences between pre-war, early, and late-socialist housing estates in 1991 (see
Figure 2).

Post-socialist development was characterised by a process of suburbanisa-
tion and the revitalisation of central and inner city areas, which led to the immi-
gration of young age groups into the affected parts of the city. This gave rise to a
new dichotomy between the suburban periphery on the one hand and the villa
quarters and some housing estates (predominantly those built before the 1960s)
on the other. Villa quarters, early housing estates, and also selected inter-war in-
ner city neighbourhoods (e.g. Dejvice, Bfevnov) experienced an ageing process
that resulted in a larger share of elderly residents (villa quarters represented the
housing type with the oldest residents in 2011 with almost 20% of their popula-
tion being seniors).

In contrast, the areas on the outskirts of Prague with new suburban devel-
opment are now the localities with the highest proportion of children (16% of the
population in these areas are children compared to 12% in the wider city popula-
tion [Oufednicek 2003]; for similar developments in the case of Tallinn, see also
Kéhrik and Tammaru [2010b]).

In addition, like other cities in CEE, in Prague most inner-city and city-
centre neighbourhoods underwent a remarkable transformation from ‘neglect-
ed and old” under socialism to being attractive to a young economically active
population in the post-socialist period (people aged 25-39 years now amount to
31% of the population in the inner cities; e.g. HoleSovice, Smichov, Karlin). The
rejuvenation of the inner city was confirmed recently in many CEE cities includ-
ing Prague [K&hrik et al. 2015]. As a result, the proportion of seniors decreased
considerably (some died of old age and others were slowly displaced in response
to slow-paced rent deregulation). Characteristically, the share of children remains
low because families with children prefer to live in more distant neighbourhoods
(cf. re-urbanisation tendencies driven by younger families in many other cities
[Haase et al. 2010]). Interestingly, one-person households continued (post social-
ism) to be overrepresented forming 42% of all households in the historical core
and inner city in 2011. These one-person households feature predominantly el-
derly residents but also young childless people.

The analysis based on the Theil index shows the indicators of age-differen-
tiated urban space in the city mainly during the late socialist period—their Theil

841



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2016, Vol. 52, No. 6

19p10q s,onderJ [
SjuejIqeyuUL Og UeY} oMo [ )

w0 g 0 8T 9CT 00T 0S50
juenjonb uoneso
98'7 = Xew O] 80°€ = xew Oy 80°€ = Xew Oy
00 =uru O 0=urwu ] 0 = U Oy
1661 0261

au0 1red—I 070461 “(MO[2q) 10303S AIepU03s Y} Ul
padordws pue (3A0qe) pajeonpa A}ISISATUN 10J Juarjonb UoTIEd0] :$103EDTPUT DTUIOU0I3-0120S Y} Jo suiajjed Tenyedg ¢ a1

842



P. Spackovd, L. Pospisilovd, M. Oufednicek: The Long-term Development of Socio-spatial Differentiation

‘T10Z ‘1661 ‘0461 JO sasnsua)) uonemndo :924105

19pI0q S,ondei [
SjuelIqeyul Og Uel) JoMof [ |

wy oﬂ 09T ST 00T 090
yuarjonb uonyed0]
8%'¢ = xew O] 8¢'C = xew O] 767 = xew Oy

$I0=uru O]

oM} 11ed—TT07-0L61 ‘(MO[3q) 10)23s ATepuU0dIS d) UI
pafojduwa pue (3a0qe) pajeonpd AJISISAIUN JO JuUdT}OND UOHEIO] :SI0JLIIPUI DTUIOU0II-010S 3} Jo surdjjed enedg ¢ aanSry

843



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2016, Vol. 52, No. 6

index value is the highest in 1991 (approximately 1.5-2.5 times higher than in the
other years; see Table 3). Interestingly, the most variability in urban space was
associated with seniors (the Theil index values for seniors are the highest in all
years with a peak of 0.136 in 1991).

The rising importance of all age structure indicators at the end of socialism is
connected with the large-scale construction of sizeable housing estates in the 1970s
and 1980s and the subsequent movements of population groups of a relatively
restricted age to new large neighbourhoods. This increased differences between
units and strengthened the dichotomy between city centre and inner city on the
one hand and newly built estates on the other (as described above). Nevertheless,
considerable differences existed within housing estates also because residents ar-
rived in different decades and their age structure thus varied considerably.

During the post-socialist period, diminishing variability resulted from
changes in housing policy, which now did less to support young families. More-
over, processes operating within the urban space—suburbanisation and inner
city revitalisation—are connected with the migration of younger age groups to
parts of the city that previously housed older populations [Oufednicek 2003].
This has gradually led to a greater mix of age groups in local populations as
these ‘new” and ‘autochthone’ populations often live side by side (and quite often
within one BSU), and in turn to decreases in the differences between spatial units
(in the case of all age groups studied—for example, the Theil index value for the
share of seniors decreased to 0.09 in 2011).

The decomposition of the Theil index allows us to examine how much vari-
ability is explained at the higher-scale levels (see Table 3). Generally, the vari-
ability in all age indicators explained at the level of cadastres rose from the mid-
to the late socialist period and then dropped during the post-socialist period.
Between 1970 and 1991, cadastral units developed in a similar manner and thus
substantial differences continued to be pronounced at this level (around 70% of
the variability was explained at this level). Later, the selective nature of spatial
processes (revitalisation, new housing construction, and immigration) increased
the inner heterogeneity of cadastral units and less clear-cut spatial patterns in
the age structure of the population appeared (only 36% of the variability was
explained at the cadastral level for the share of young people and around 50% for
both children and seniors).

In the case of all age structure indicators, the share of the variability ex-
plained by the level of housing type was high and units within housing types
were relatively homogeneous in 1970 (around 70% of variability is explained at
this level; see Table 3). This is in accordance with the very large differences be-
tween the pre-war (historical core, tenement houses, and villa quarters) and post-
war (housing estates) areas at that time. As the differentiation of BSUs has risen
first in the group of housing estates and then within almost all the housing types
(especially tenement houses, housing estates, and suburban periphery), the vari-
ability explained at this level has dropped considerably since 1970; for example,
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housing types explained only slightly above 20% of the variability in the share of
children and young people and as little as 6% in the case of seniors in 2011.

In the case of one-person households, the overall variability of BSUs was the
highest in 1970, but has decreased since then. The more even distribution of one-
person households in the urban space is influenced by the increase of their share
(from 20% of all households in Prague in 1970 to 36% in 2011) and the number
of them found not only among seniors but also among younger generations. In
addition, in this respect the homogeneity of larger spatial units (cadastres and
housing types) has risen since the mid-socialist period. Almost half the total vari-
ability is today explained at the level of housing type. Interestingly, this is the
only indicator where such a trend is observed and several rather homogeneous
housing types have emerged: historical centre, tenement houses (both featuring
a high share of one-person households) and villa quarters (with a low share of
one-person households).

Socio-economic status

Compared to age structure, the spatial patterns of socio-economic indicators (de-
scribing the level of education, economic structure, and unemployment) are less
variable throughout the studied periods. This applies especially to the housing
stock from the pre-war period. First, we can observe a considerable inertia of
high social status in several parts of Prague; even when we compare the pre-war
description of the social index (capturing the presence of domestic servants in
households) used by Moscheles [1937] or Kral’s [1947] classification (based on
his own detailed knowledge). Similar trends have been observed in other (post-)
socialist cities [Ruoppila 2004]. Substantial parts of the historical core and vil-
la quarters of Prague (e.g. Smichov, Spofilov, Hodkovicky), and especially the
north-western part of the city (Dejvice, Bubene¢, Bievnov), have been permanent-
ly inhabited by people with high educational attainment (in other words, these
areas are characterised by an overrepresentation of people with a university de-
gree—for example, 36% of residents in villa quarters and 32% of residents in the
historical centre compared to an average of 26% of residents in the city as a whole
in 2011) and working in the progressive economic sectors (e.g. 86% of the popula-
tion in the historical centre work in tertiary employment in comparison with an
average of 82% of the population in the city as a whole; see Table 2 and Figure 3).
In reality, these proportions could be even larger because foreign nationals with
higher socio-economic status represent a significant share of the population in
the historical centre and information on their SE status is missing in the Census
data. In 2011, many of these neighbourhoods also belong to the group of localities
with very low unemployment rates.

Second, at the other end of the spectrum, there are peripheral areas that
contain many neighbourhoods that still retain a large share of people with only
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primary levels of education (e.g. 27% of people in the suburban periphery had
only primary education compared with the city’s average of 22% in 1991). Un-
til the late-socialist period (i.e. 1991) there was also a very small proportion of
university-educated people in these suburban areas (only 10% compared to an
average in Prague as a whole of 16%; see Table 2). In addition, economically ac-
tive people in the suburban periphery have also more often found jobs in second-
ary sectors in all the years under scrutiny (even up to between 40% and 48% in
1970 and 1991; the city’s average was about 10% lower). Interestingly, the recent
suburbanisation process has been unable to change this in many localities be-
cause the well-off newcomers have not outnumbered the existing inhabitants. In
addition to peripheral neighbourhoods, the eastern and north-eastern parts of
Prague have also housed concentrated industrial activities and populations with
low economic statuses since the 19th century (see Figure 3).

Nonetheless, even in the case of socio-economic status, we observe some
profound changes in the urban tissue, which trace the influence of the construc-
tion of new housing and changes in the age structure of local populations. Dur-
ing the socialist period, the most apparent changes took place in (new) housing
estates. Shortly after their completion, they exhibited sharp increases in the level
of education of their inhabitants (e.g. compare the 12% share of university-edu-
cated people in housing estates with the 8% as the city’s average). Some housing
estates became the areas with the highest levels of attained education in Prague
(e.g. Petfiny and Pankrac in 1970 and Héje and Barrandov in 1991; see Figure 3).
However, with the in-situ ageing of the population on one hand and with further
expansion of the accessibility of university education in society and the rise in
the number of university students in the post-socialist period on the other hand,
a slow gradual downward trend and the weakening of the relative position of
housing estates within the city have been recorded over the past twenty years
[Temelova et al. 2011]. However, similar to other post-socialist cities, we cannot
identify a rapid social decline of housing estates” populations [Ké&hrik and Tam-
maru 2010a].

Given that housing construction was relocated to other parts of the city after
the collapse of the communist regime, social status increased in connection with
the growing share of university-educated people in some localities in the city’s
suburban periphery (Nebusice, Pitkovice) or parts of the previously neglected
inner and outer city (selected parts of HoleSovice, Hloubétin, Liberi, Hlubocepy).
However, this trend is spatially highly selective, gradual, and generally affects
only small parts of neighbourhoods [Oufednicek 1997; Sykora 1999; Temelova
and Novék 2011], which explains, for example, the rather slow increase in the
share of university educated people and those employed in tertiary jobs in the
suburban periphery (25% and 78%, respectively, both of which are slightly below
the city’s average).

When evaluating the variability between spatial units, we recorded very di-
verse values of the Theil index for each indicator describing the economic or social
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status of the population over the past forty years. First, we considered the variabil-
ity of the urban environment as characterised by the sectoral economic structure
of the population. The distribution of persons employed in the secondary sector
was more differentiated compared to the tertiary sector and the importance of this
measure in differentiating Prague changed insignificantly between 1970 and 2011
(the value of the Theil index ranged from 0.023 to 0.029; see Table 3). In contrast,
the variability in those employed in the tertiary sector was less significant in 1970
(index value 0.013) and has even decreased further. This is connected with the
considerable rise of this sector of the economy (around 80% of economically ac-
tive persons in Prague had tertiary jobs in 2011; see Table 2). Although we are un-
able to trace the changing differentiation of BSUs according to the unemployment
rate,'> we observe relatively high variability between spatial units as measured by
the Theil index in 2011 (index value 0.049; see Table 3), which indicates that the
unemployed population tends to be somewhat concentrated.

Second, we considered the role of educational status in the differentiation
of the urban environment. Interestingly, the share of university educated people
was the most important differentiating factor in the mid-socialist period (the val-
ue of the Theil index was 0.122 in 1970) and since then the variability has dropped
(to 0.036 in 2011). On the other hand, the variability of only primary educated
persons was less important for the differentiation of urban space in 1970 and 1991;
however, its importance rose in the post-socialist period (the value of the Theil
index was 0.030 in 2011).

This development in the importance of educational status indicators in dif-
ferentiating the urban space is directly influenced by the share of these subgroups
in the total population. The share of university-educated people was relatively
small in the Prague population as a whole in 1970 (only 8%; see Table 2) and
was highly differentiated across the territorial units. After this time, its (formerly
high) importance in differentiating urban space decreased chiefly because of its
considerable rise amongst the population as a whole (a quarter of Prague inhab-
itants aged 15 years and over held a university degree in 2011). On the contrary,
the share of primary-educated people has brought variability to the urban space
more recently. In general, their share in the total Prague population decreased
(to 9% in 2011), but this decrease took place at very different rates in various city
localities. As explained previously, the dynamics of educational level are strongly
tied to the age structure of the local population as younger people generally have
higher levels of education [Oufednicek 1997].

It is interesting to observe analogical results when examining the index of
segregation of low- and high-skilled workers for 2001 and 2011 [for more details,
see Oufednicek et al. 2016]. Growing segregation indices for less educated and
less skilled populations and decreasing values for people with higher socio-eco-

2 Due to forced employment during socialism and the low quality of data from 1991 (see
methods section).
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nomic status have also been confirmed elsewhere in CEE countries [Musil 1968;
Ladényi 1989; Marciniczak et al. 2013, 2015; Tammaru et al. 2016].

Additionally, an attempt to employ a complex indicator for an evaluation
of the long-term development of educational level was made by considering the
average number of years of schooling.” Between 1970 and 2011 the value of this
Theil index slightly increased (from 0.0006 to 0.0008) and, therefore, it can be
claimed that spatial variability as a result of number of years of schooling was
more pronounced in 2011 than in 1970.

During the socialist period (in 1970 and 1991) a high proportion of vari-
ability could be explained on the level of housing types (approximately 35-50%)
and even more on the cadastral level (55-85%) in the cases of both economic and
educational indicators (see Table 3). However, this homogeneity has rapidly di-
minished at the level of housing type (to 10-24% in 2011). At the level of cadastres,
we record a similar downward trend but we can still observe some homogeneity
within these units (around 35-50% of variability is explained at this level). This
reflects, for example, the dichotomy between the high social status north-western
and the industrial eastern parts of Prague (see Figure 3). However, the differen-
tiation explained at a cadastral level is generally lower than in the case of demo-
graphic indicators. In addition, the share of unemployed persons indicates that
a more mosaic-type social spatial structure has become the reality in Prague. As
the variability of the share of unemployed is quite high and neither the level of
housing types nor cadastres explains the greater portion of the overall variabil-
ity (see Table 3), it can be inferred that unemployed people are dispersed across
the metropolitan region and the differentiation takes place almost uniquely on
a micro-level. Similar results pointing to significant differentiation on the micro
level of occupational and educational groups of population in Prague have been
confirmed recently by comparative research in several post-socialist capital cities
[Marciniczak et al. 2015] or case studies within the Prague Metropolitan Region
[Spac¢kové and Outedniek 2012; Oufednicek et al. 2016].

Ethnic status

The spatial representation of persons with non-Czech ethnicity has been relative-
ly unstable over time. The share of persons with non-Czech ethnicity was very
low in 1970 (around 2%; see Table 2) and this group was dominated by Slovaks,
i.e. citizens of Czechoslovakia. Concentrations of ethnic groups were unusual in
socialist Prague [Linhart et al. 1977]. Besides Slovaks, the most important group
were Roma people concentrated in selected parts of the inner city [Oufednicek
2002]. In general, non-Czechs more often lived in (selected) housing estates (e.g.

3 This describes the overall level of education and provides an approximation of the num-
ber of years an average inhabitant of a municipality spent in education [for more informa-
tion, see Spackova and Nemeskal 2015].
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Stodtilky, Repy) where the share of persons with non-Czech ethnicity was the
highest compared to other housing types in both 1970 and 1991 (3% and 4%, re-
spectively; see Table 2 and Figure 4).

These spatial patterns have changed during the post-socialist period (see
Figure 4) as a consequence of the quantitative growth of these groups, changes in
their residential preferences, and their ability to act in the housing market. Thus,
the share of persons with non-Czech ethnicity and/or citizenship has increased
(to 11% and 14%, respectively, in 2011) in various (small-scale) localities with new
housing throughout the city (e.g. Dejvice, HoleSovice, Zabéhlice) as well as estab-
lished neighbourhoods in the historical core and inner city (Nové Mésto, Zizkov),
housing estates (Stodtilky, Libus), and suburban periphery (Nebusice; for more
details, see Cermak and Janské [2011] and Janska et al. [2014]). In total, foreign
nationals with non-Czech citizenship are overrepresented primarily in the his-
torical centre and tenement houses (with their share of the populations in these
housing types at 26% and 17%, respectively, in 2011). Alongside these neighbour-
hoods, foreign nationals are dispersed throughout the city. Specific spatial pat-
terns are found when populations with different citizenship are considered sepa-
rately: well-off migrants such as Americans are concentrated in the city centre
whereas, lower social status migrants (Ukrainians, Vietnamese) reside in more
distant neighbourhoods with cheaper housing [for more details, see Pfidalova
and Oufednicek 2017].

The values of the Theil index suggest that the variability of the share of
people with non-Czech ethnicity was high in all periods (it varied between 0.066
in 1991 and 0.112 in 2011); this also holds true for foreign nationals in 2011 (index
value 0.178; see Table 3). Even during socialism, the urban space was differenti-
ated and this variability increased during the post-socialist era despite the in-
crease in the share of foreign nationals (and persons with non-Czech ethnicity)
in the population. Thus, the trend in the development of variability is the inverse
of many of the socio-economic indicators* (e.g. the share of university-educated
people). In conclusion, the importance of ethnic structure in the differentiation of
urban space in Prague has grown considerably.

First, the ethnic variability explained at the level of housing type was very
low in every year (only around 10%; see Table 3). Although a larger proportion
of non-Czech nationals lived in housing estates during the socialist period, there
were only insignificant ethnic differences between housing types generally. Even
though the differences between housing types increased in the post-socialist pe-
riod and a distinctly larger share of non-Czechs was detected in some of them
(e.g. the Vietnamese community in the south of the city), a considerable heteroge-
neity of spatial units within housing types still remained (especially in the cases
of the city centre, suburban periphery, and housing estates). Second, the level of

1 Generally, we have detected decreasing variability in spatial units when their share of
the monitored part of the population was rising.
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cadastres explains a greater share of variability, but it is still lower compared to
most other indicators except for educational structure (about 30-38%; cf. with the
age structure). In summary, this confirms a finely grained spatial pattern also in
the case of the ethnic structure of the population.

Conclusion

Ever since Prague became the capital of independent Czechoslovakia in 1918,
several different societal and political regimes have brought changes to its socio-
spatial patterns, and each has left a different imprint on the fabric of the city. Our
ambition was to extend scholarly knowledge of Prague’s development by provid-
ing a thorough study of how the transformation from socialism back to capital-
ism impacted urban patterns, focusing on three statuses of population structure
that are traditionally used in such studies: demographic, socio-economic, and
ethnic statuses. This concluding section will now address each of the paper’s ob-
jectives in turn.

(i) The development of the spatial pattern of each status in Prague gains its
specifics from the impacts of social and spatial processes on population struc-
tures. While the most significant changes between socialism and post-socialism
can be observed for ethnic spatial differentiation, socio-economic spatial patterns
have been relatively stable. On the other hand, the city has witnessed consider-
able changes in demographic spatial patterns in both periods.

Changes in demographic spatial differentiation have been most influenced
by the location and size of new housing construction and the gradual ageing
of local populations, but were affected also by general demographic changes in
society. Under socialism the construction of large housing estates at the outskirts
of Prague led to a concentration of young families in these areas. A significant
dichotomy between the pre-socialist and socialist housing stock appeared as a
result of suburban development and a more dispersed housing supply during
the post-socialist period, which created less clear-cut demographic patterns [cf.
Haase et al. 2011] with a mix of different age groups in almost all housing types.

With regard to the socio-economic structure of the population, a stable west-
east gradient can be observed since the inter-war period, with the most visible
contrast being between villa quarters in the west inhabited by people with high
socio-economic status, and industrial areas in the east with a high share of lower
status inhabitants. Similar long-term contrasts at the level of housing type were
found between the historical core and villa quarters on the one hand and tene-
ment houses and peripheral areas on the other. The socialist-era construction of
housing estates brought the most significant changes to the socio-economic pat-
terns of Prague because these housing estates were inhabited by mostly younger
people with higher educational levels. Since then the relative position of housing
estates within the city has gradually weakened as a consequence of the ageing
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of both the population and the housing stock. On the other hand, changes in
socio-economic status connected with new developments during the post-social
period have been spatially highly selective and have affected only small parts of
neighbourhoods, mainly in the areas of tenement houses or in the suburban pe-
riphery.

Ethnic differentiation has undergone major changes; the share of persons
in Prague with non-Czech ethnicity was very low under socialism and rose con-
siderably in the post-socialist period. Non-Czechs are concentrated in selected lo-
calities and all housing types across the entire city. More specific spatial patterns
can be observed while considering various nationalities separately [see Pfidalova
and Oufednicek 2016].

(ii) The importance of demographic, socio-economic, and ethnic population
indicators for differentiating urban space has changed over the past forty years.
From a methodological point of view it is important to note that the value of
the Theil index was influenced by the share of the population that the indicator
captured and, in most cases, the spatial variability of each group decreased as its
proportion within the total population grew.

Regarding the demographic status of the population, the variability be-
tween spatial units was very high at the end of socialism and this variability has
decreased since then. However, these indicators still play an important role in the
differentiation of space in the city. The most important indicator in this respect is
the share of seniors who are still concentrated in a smaller number of areas than
other age groups.

For the socio-economic indicators, we recorded two contradictory trends
related to the development of Prague’s population structure. Whereas the vari-
ability between BSUs according to the share of university-educated people in the
population was high in 1970, this variability has considerably decreased since
then because the educational attainment of the population has risen in general
and degree-holders have become more evenly distributed in space. Conversely,
groups at the bottom of the social ladder (e.g. the unemployed and primary edu-
cated) are more spatially segregated within post-socialist Prague.”” The scope of
our analysis of long-term trends is limited by the unavailability of comparable
data and we lack one single indicator to comprehensively evaluate socio-econom-
ic status as a whole, so we cannot assess unequivocally whether the importance
of socio-economic status has increased or decreased. Nonetheless, the data in-
dicate that social-spatial differentiation on the basis of socio-economic status is
still present in Prague but is reflected in other phenomena that were often omit-

5 On the other hand, we have to admit that we were unable to monitor a narrower indi-
cator of those at the top of the social ladder in a long-term perspective using the available
data (e.g. people in highly skilled jobs, with high incomes, or a doctoral-level education).
However, the place of residence of these groups is probably also considerably differentiat-
ed in contemporary Prague.
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ted in the old Censuses (e.g. incomes or the share of the population with a doc-
torate).

Spatial variability according to ethnic status has increased and did so main-
ly during the post-socialist period. The importance of ethnic groups for the dif-
ferentiation of urban space needs to be highlighted because the spatial variability
has risen despite the increase in the number of non-Czechs in the population
(thus constituting an important exception to the trend mentioned above).

(iii) The results confirmed that the previous greater homogeneity within
larger spatial units (cadastres) or housing types has disappeared with the post-
socialist transformations. The population within each housing type, especially,
has become more differentiated. Besides the already observed high variability
of socio-economic indicators [Oufednicek et al. 2016], we found a fine-grained
structure also in the cases of demographic and ethnic statuses. This is in line with
research in other CEE cities where local social mixing [K&hrik et al. 2015], hybridi-
sation [Golubchikov et al. 2014], and the presence of transitory urbanites [Haase
et al. 2011] have created less clear-cut socio-economic and demographic patterns.

New socio-spatial processes driven predominantly by movements of young-
er and better-off populations have taken place in previously less attractive locali-
ties (this is the case for suburbanisation and also for inner-city revitalisation). As
a result, very different populations often live side by side (young and old, low
and high social status, Czechs and non-Czechs) and it is a characteristic of Prague
that people are willing and able to live in such constellations. However, these
results suggest that research on spatial patterns in Prague should preferably be
carried out at the most detailed level of analysis possible. Individual-level data
would be particularly useful when examining the socio-spatial differentiation of
urban space. The results of research that uses more general categories as units of
analysis should be interpreted with caution as they can easily hide socio-spatial
differences. A failure in identification, for example, of niches of poverty may be
particularly problematic when introducing spatially targeted public policies.

In conclusion, we are persuaded that the transformation of housing and
socio-spatial patterns in Prague (and also in other post-socialist cities) is still in
progress and it is a question how this development will continue. The present
micro-level differentiation in socio-economic and ethnic statuses could be a tem-
porary phenomenon only and could be replaced by a new homogeneity as a re-
sult of the formation of ethnic neighbourhoods or new displacement processes
in inner-city or suburban areas. Demographic differentiation, on the other hand,
will probably remain, as we are unlikely to see housing construction of a similar
extent and concentration as was witnessed under socialism.
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